REMARKS 

I. Status of the Claims 

Applicant submits this Amendment in response to the Office Action mailed 
February 9, 2009. 

By this Amendment, Applicant has amended claims 15 and 29. The originally 
filed specification, drawings, and claims fully support the subject matter of the amended 
claims. Accordingly, claims 15-24, 26, 27, and 29-32 remain pending in this application. 
Claims 15 and 29 are the sole independent claims. 

II. Claim Rejections ■ 35 U.S.C. § 103(c) 

In the Office Action, claims 15-17, 19, 20, 25, and 29-30 were rejected as being 
unpatentable over US Patent 4,377,377 to Arends et al. ("Arends") in view of US Patent 
4,450,201 to Brill et al. ("Brill"). Amended independent claim 15 recites, among other 
things, "transferring a pattern of micro- and nanostructures to an object" and "a first 
stamp adapted to imprint a first pattern in the first surface of the object." Arends 
discloses a thermoforming machine having opposed mold platens used to deform an 
object. The device of Arends does not disclose "transferring a pattern of micro- and 
nanostructures to an object" and "a first stamp adapted to imprint a first pattern in the 
first surface of the object." (Emphasis added). 

Brill discloses a heat barrier having high transmissivity to visible light and is used 
to "prevent the heating of interior spaces by excessive sunlight in the summertime." 
(Brill, col. 1, II. 15-16). The barrier in Brill is described as a "polyester film" with a 
"transparent layer of metal." (Brill, col. 2, II. 5 and 22). There is no suggestion in 
Arends that a heat barrier would be desirable, nor is there is any suggestion in Brill that 



the disclosed heat barrier would be suitable for the device disclosed in Arends. 
Specifically there is no disclosure that the heat barrier of Brill would be suitable under 
the pressure of the platens in Arends. Further Brill does not disclose "transferring a 
pattern of micro- and nanostructures to an object" and "a first stamp adapted to imprint 
a first pattern in the first surface of the object." Therefore, Brill does not remedy the 
deficiencies in Arends, and these references do not establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness with regard to amended independent claim 15. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests the withdrawal of the rejection of claim 15 and the allowance of 
claim 15. 

Amended independent claim 29 recites, among other things, "transferring a 
pattern of micro- and nanostructures to an object" and "imprinting the first pattern in the 
first surface," and is allowable for at least the same reasons as discussed above for 
claim 15. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the withdrawal of the rejection of 
claim 29 and the allowance of claim 29. 

In the Office Action, claims 15-21 , and 24-32 were rejected as being 
unpatentable over US Publication 2001/0029714 to Lynch et al ("Lynch") in view of US 
Patent 4,377,377 to Arends et al. ("Arends") and further in view of US Patent 4,450,201 
to Brill et al. ("Brill"). Amended independent claim 1 5 discloses, among other things, 
"transferring a pattern of micro- and nanostructures to an object," "an alignment means," 
and "wherein a heat transmission barrier is arranged between the first contacting means 
and the pressing means to minimize heat transfer therebetween." 

Lynch only discloses a method for forming wood composite articles, and does not 
disclose "transferring a pattern of micro- and nanostructures to an object," and "wherein 
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a heat transmission barrier is arranged between the first contacting means and the 
pressing means to minimize heat transfer therebetween." The technologies of the cited 
references are so disparate that no one skilled in the art of transferring micro and nano 
structures to a medium would combine the art in the manner advanced by the 
Examiner. 

Brill discloses a heat barrier having high transmissivity to visible light and is used 
to "prevent the heating of interior spaces by excessive sunlight in the summertime." 
(Brill, Col. 1, II. 15-16). The barrier in Brill is described as a "polyester film" with a 
"transparent layer of metal." (Brill, Col. 2, II. 5 and 22). There is no suggestion in Lynch 
that a heat barrier would be desirable, nor is there is any suggestion in Brill that the 
disclosed heat barrier would be suitable for the devices disclosed in Lynch. Specifically 
there is no disclosure that the heat barrier of Brill would be suitable under the pressure 
of the molding process in Lynch, cited as between "550 to about 850 psi." (Lynch, 
H 0034). 

Lynch also does not disclose "an alignment means." The Office Action points to 
Col. 1 , II. 36-44 of Arends, as teaching the combination of Arends and Lynch. However, 
Arends specifically states that the invention is directed to linkage "which enables the 
time during which the mold platens are closing or are held in the closed position to be 
adjusted," and not the alignment means as disclosed in claim 15. Therefore, neither 
Brill nor Arends remedies the deficiencies in Lynch, and these references do not 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness with regard to amended independent claim 
1 5. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the withdrawal of the rejection of claim 
1 5 and the allowance of claim 1 5. 



Moreover, an "alignment means" for a device disclosed in Lynch would not 
address the alignment of patterns on the micro or nano scale because the devices are 
so fundamentally different in use and size. 

Amended independent claim 29 recites, among other things, "transferring a 
pattern of micro- and nanostructures to an object, "controlling the motion of the first 
stamp in a direction perpendicular to the pressing direction," and "minimizing heat 
transfer between the first contacting means and the pressing means by placing a heat 
transmission barrier therebetween," and is allowable for at least the same reasons as 
claim 15. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the withdrawal of the rejection of 
claim 29 and the allowance of claim 29. 

Claims 16-24, 26, 27, and 30-32 depend from one of claims 15 or 29 and are 
patentable for at least this reason. Further, the dependent claims recite more specific 
features than the independent claims and are additionally patentable for this reason. 
Applicant respectfully requests the withdrawal of the rejection of these dependent 
claims and their allowance. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and reexamination of this application and the timely allowance 
of the pending claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 
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Dated: June 9, 2009 



1,858,138 



Respectfully submitted, 

FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
GARRETT & DUNNER, LLP. 



By:. 



Christopher S. Weber 
Reg. No. 58,954 
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